Restoring
Nonpoint Source-Impaired
Waters

Achieving and Reporting
Success in Oregon
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Purpose of Call

o Review requirements for National Water
Program Measures WQ-10 and SP-12.

o Review progress to date.

o Identify barriers that are preventing us from
highlighting more successes in Oregon.
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USEPA Strategic Plan - 2015 National
Water Program Guidance Measures

o WQ-10 Measure: Primarily NPS-impaired
waters that are partially or fully restored
thanks to restoration.

o SP-12 Measure: Impaired waters that
are improved by using the watershed
approach.

For detailed descriptions of each measure, see
http://water.epa.gov/resource performance/planning/FY-
2015-NWPG-Measure-Definitions-Water-Quality.cfm
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How are the NPS Success Stories
Classified for EPA’s Web Page?

Fully or Partially
Restored Waters

Ganegoiies of stories,

Waters Showing |
Measurable
Progress

3.  Waters Showing AR
Ecological | ;

daidia tha'

Restoration |

A st

View completed WQ-10 Success Stories at
http://water.epa.gov/polwaste/nps/success319
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WQ-10: What Qualifies as
“Fully Restored?”

Waters that were previously primarily NPS-
impaired now meet all designated uses/water
quality criteria

Scale: Waterbodies/segments on the state’s
impaired waters list
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WQ-10: What Qualifies as
“Partially Restored?”

ED_001135_00017741

o After restoration efforts, either of the following
two conditions are met:

A waterbody meets the criteria for one or more
pollutants that had been identified as causes of
impairment on the state’s impaired waters
list/section 303(d) list, or

A waterbody fully supports one or more uses that
had been impaired (but remains impaired for other
uses/pollutants).
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WQ-10: Other Key Requirements
Needed to Qualify

o Waters must be:

Moved from integrated report category 4 or 5 to
category 1 or 2 as a result of primarily NPS
restoration efforts.

Included on the state’s impaired waters list in 1998
or after.

Either already removed from the impaired waters
list, or data show the water meets standards and
therefore the state intends to remove it during the
next listing cycle.
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If a Waterbody Doesn’t Qualify as
Fully/Partially Restored under WQ-10

You May Still Report Your Success:

1. Waters showing measurable progress
You have data showing improvement

2. Waters showing ecological restoration

Waterbody had water quality problems but was
not listed as impaired (e.g., invasives)
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SP-12: What Qualifies?

SP-12 documents water quality improvement
on a 12-digit hydrologic unit code* level.

One or more waters in that HUC-12 must
have been listed as impaired (in category 4
or 5).

3. Improvement is due to a watershed
approach.

* May receive partial credit for smaller watersheds
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What is a “Watershed Approach?”

Is focused on hydrologically defined areas

o

May be smaller or larger than the HUC-12 level
o Involves key stakeholders

o Uses an iterative planning or adaptive
management process to address priority water
resource goals

- Uses an integrated set of tools and programs
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SP-12: Reporting Options

Three options to report improvement:

1. Option 1: fully restoring one or more impaired
uses on at least 40% of impaired waters in the
HUC 12 watershed*, OR

2. Option 2a: statistical improvement, OR

3. Option 2b: weight of evidence of
improvement

* As shown through the removal of the waterbody/
pollutant combination from categories 4 or 5.
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Key Differences: WQ-10 vs. SP-12

WQ-10 SP-12

ographic | A waterbody on state’s | Watershed (HUC-12 geographic
Scale impaired waters/section | unit or regionally-defined area)
303(d) list (segment
size is defined by
state’s Integrated
Report)

Water Waterbody is fully or (1) One or more impairment
Quality partially restored* causes removed for at least
40% of impaired waters* OR
Outcome (2) evidence of improvement

*as shown by moving or proposing to move
waterbody/pollutant from category 4 or 5 based on data
showing restoration.
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Key Differences (cont'd)

WQ-10

SP-12

Restoration Must be as a result of | Impairment removed due to:
Required? actual nonpoint source | (1) restoration activities OR
restoration efforts (2) new monitoring data show
recovery.
How Must primarily be a Watershed approach must be
Restoration nonpoint source used and documented
Occurred restoration activity
Reporting/ Requires a HQ- Requires use of a reporting
Documentation | @Pproved NPS Success | template
Story to count as a
success
Listing Waterbody must have | One or more waters in the
Requirements been listed as hydrologic unit must have
impaired in or after been listed as impaired.
1998/2000 cycle.
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Identifying Candidates for
WQ-10 and SP-12

o Need monitoring data

o Need information about best management
practices or restoration efforts
implemented in the watershed

o Most common pollutants highlighted in
WQ-10 and SP-12 stories are:

Bacteria
Sediment/Turbidity

Nutrients
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SP-12 Submissions

o Doing well with SP-12 because data exist that
show improvement.

Wilson River (1 watershed, Jan 2010)
Bear Creek (6 watersheds, Oct 2010)
Tillamook River (2 watersheds, June 2011)
Tualatin River (20 watersheds, Feb 2012)
Kilchis River (1 watershed, April 2013)

Data for these were provided by outside parties:
Wilson/Tillamook/Kilchis: Tillamook Estuary Partnership
Bear Creek: Rogue Valley Council of Governments

Tualatin River: Clean Water Services
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WQ-10 Submissions

ED_001135_00017741

o Doing less well because waters are not being
removed from the impaired waters list.

Diamond Lake (2008) is the onIy “Fully Restored”
story.

Story said “to be removed
from impaired waters list in
2010,” but the assessment
database still lists the water in
category 4a (impaired but
with a TMDL).

-  LASAR data is outdated.

Pt Highlighis
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WQ-10 Making Progress Stories

o We've developed several "Making Progress”

stories based on data showing improvement:
- Wilson River (2010)

- Bear Creek (2011)
- Tualatin River (2012)

o These can be used for education/outreach.
Bill Meyers from DEQ said in a January 2014 email:

“"The 3 years since we worked on this have just flown
by but the usefulness of success stories has done

nothing if not increase. I still use the Bear Creek
story in discussions all the time.”

ED_001135_00017741

EPA_002843



Urban, fures{ad 2 “and
! ~ other 1 : i Oregon
D of Environmental Quality {ODEQ) to add 26.3 rmh.rs of Bear (.reek ek soment its main
tributaries to the state’s Clean Water Abt (CWAY section 303(d) list of Impairad waters 101998, To
arddress the > plart (WWTE), edis-
i

g and nrk‘;ém best
{BMPS) P ¥ lévels have dioy endily over tirme B¢>ar Cfﬁ\”k and m o mbmanes ahuw»
ing that ongeing -ieh int soirce (NPS)
guality: Althdugt the data ndicate m i 2 i ity gaam, thess
waterbodies do not yeét rmeet water quali and remain on Cragon's st of irad walels

forg ndfor other.{

?mﬁiem
River

i wuz»wess Gm{;m rm 3«;2—,wmsmm¢ Bear
T il
st . Ariothwr 250 riles of irigation carals
rangport water 1o farms actoss thewiatbished, Land
s arstRi i appd ANt
wrban, 36 g forgst

Pedfuisains from

0 pralsents I this Bar Creak waretshad for
decades. HPS paliution im«gzﬁmmmm o Hows

“and i 6 i

e sontibuted nitreis, s and Tocat
coliterm o sutice Watazs, A wmw ‘k}ong f;mmmf
Crink,
wmre‘zm&d gl deveds of nmnws nirs e!immx

md 1o Yowe pb, low mssdmn txwgﬂn kwe"s, ee)l(:ﬂs»

pe ok ey
Boar & g

6.3 it 01 1 QWA 303{ i tetal fodx i { .
o therstuti mmm ) st of impaithd o “diesnived. il
aters in 1998, T Tor Bear Buar Creok in Kﬂ“f‘bi:m disstived oeygen tod
Cepak el (masphms, dissalva crvgen, et cat el Thes

fucal b WEOED i f
colfor. ODEG ssed Rehtand Crooi a5 impaitep ; o
amron

Assassrment and Aution Pl o Bear Gk o,
RS R Tor s tiburaries (5 20000 In 2006 the
Crtaton Doparihant of Agcoidture (G0A) and this
e Croek umai Safvisery Commitide developed an
Al ll‘J»

;)z\m s, Db, mmmrm were added to the state’s
tm of impaited wm«m e same vt tor i vasiaty

aﬂd digsolvid tvpgen.

i ity

ED_001135_00017741

et irvigation distiiets redued
b

ot e

b 2 The:
iy Sl arvd Watie Conservation Distiat

Jackse
SV

tt}&‘;{)i\‘ Naniral Raspins tnﬂww&{i&n‘ﬁw y{c&

mrmmss
fanang aymms\« o provait estock o anoiss-

Bear Creek Makes Progress

Mﬁcm A Paslity managerhent.
Tre RYCOG | : it

Figste 7§ Rmmmmmm aw« sk Fae

&lforis fo Gonshict regional Stosate: manage-
et planning] it also i

prvjacts, Huios wal i s 15 BDOGL m{w@hgh ?;i?ftrg}g;z.l ;& ?ggyﬂ&m& 19961998
i Conecive setions. b 2002 Ashland npgraed Qe " : J

addlivig s tertiar
‘;zhuwa rarnezal Systent that oparates mm May
it gach yaiar

Tyl intiite Giltla Crook and Jacksan Crask.

Wster guality hag mausuaily inproved sinee B85
The ?9%?:3 B Coaok THIDL astablishod that, :ha

Paxmkrs aiid Funding
Inchiding the

FNCOG e Beat Ciook Watbrshod Counall and
Locm SO, (:ummmem ODEQ, DDA, Orgon

US(}As HACS and Farm Sarvic Aganey. Jaskson
$ irciyation distdens (Tabens, Madioet and
v Vathay), Regus ’v/at!wﬁmvw Fervicesy,

fear Craak watershed. Jackson County and th
sithes of barktort, Asiard, Phopnbe, Conttal Puint,

Taten!
the BYCOG Tor the anpoing Bear Crek winar guak-

1 sutal SWCD, o
[ #uzs ‘han 6,08 milligram ger litge {nmik fmm .
Bay. 1 {rm.mgﬁ @ REER maet G
s gyt o0 £
;:n'o(;m:m Fd Mm EEEN
Data i i i ek
el tribtach ot

fi irsiengs, ot Bk
Creak. t\VQ’ wite s &Awqm o mamptm wm&
of

033 m:th n dubyluguse \aw«m% e . Woraaa

Siese 9T, stakuhoitns Bave sgent monsthae
$39 S million o witar quality Improvensent 1)
13 within ﬁm 5:»9« Crosk wgtarstiad. Avﬁum

Tove 1o .08 gl 006 for
Fighing 21, T Astiand Craek. upgridiog ey A.’WT SN  ror oy oD,
Ashiand Crewk zmrﬁ z}va uppas i sterm nf Bmf st Lraek ouncl. Sugnort
i
v nilllon

241} Dmﬁ;ws in pmsphoms) aw:iv i m}wﬁr HES

Suirgan of i : 7%

shedls Suh Nmé‘ ich fuin QRAL‘"&‘(
at gt il z»; indicars st s tsm stigkitn NPS

mve!:s B i 8&» Craek. Date ar«uw ‘thiaet bl

ik Tt and Mudt

&4 mitfion 0 supgort frigation wippn ums m)m %

Wt

WA Bainn 339 i @

vty of SPS pollati

e
eg;m tlama umm B
Jﬁ BETE e

EPA_002844



Tualatin River Makes Progress
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Barriers to Reporting Success?

Lack of data? Data collection/analysis barriers?

Policy-related barriers? Why are waters not
being delisted?

Is it difficult to match up water quality
improvement with restoration work?

o Hesitant to declare success because watershed
stakeholders might think work is done?

o Afraid that future data might show problem has
reoccurred?

ED_001135_00017741 EPA_002846



Next Steps?

o How can we move forward?
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